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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This office Action is in response to amendments filed on December 18, 2009. 

2. Claims 1-20 are pending. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

4. Claims 1-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 

a. The following claims language is not clearly understood: 

i. Claim 1, line 4, and claims 6 and 11, it is not clearly defined what a 
"determination request" is, is it different from the task execution request? 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1-2, 6-7, 11-12, and 16-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Shitahaku (Shitahaku) US 2002/0037753 Al in view of Shitahaku B 
(Shitahaku) US 2003/01 10202 Al. 
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6. As per claim 1 , Shitahaku teaches a computer-readable conflict management program 
that is to be executed by a computer, the conflict management program when executed perform: 
Receiving a determination request including 

(a) receiving a task execution request (Para 38, lines 1-2); 

(b) a termination notification of a currently executed task (Para 45, lines 1-10), and 
registering an active task in an active task list (Para 38, lines 2-3); 

detecting for a task conflict, to determine whether the task which issued the task 
execution request can be started and whether a task waiting to be executed can started, by 
referencing the active task list when the determination request is received in the determination 
request reception step (Para 43, lines 1-4); 

respectively placing the task designated by the determination request and the task 
registered in the active task list in the states determined in the determination step (Para 44, lines 
1-5). 



7. Shitahaku does not teach (c) a state transition notification of a currently executed task 
and determining a state to which a task registered in the active task list should switch in 
accordance with (a) predetermined conditions set in a conflict condition table when a task 
conflict is detected in the conflict detection step. 



8. However, Shitahaku B does teaches 
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(c) a state transition notification of a currently executed task (Para 31-33; table 2, when 
"allow" is in the column, it is able to start because there is no effective competition, this 
means the request is able to switch to an active state as in table 1. Its understood that a 
notification has been sent since the table has to update the current status notifying whether 
or not the task has transition to another state); 

determining the state to which a task designated by the determination request should 
switch and the state to which a task registered in the active task list should switch with a 
predetermined set conditions set in a conflict condition table when a task conflict is detected in 
the conflict detection step (Para 28, lines 1-5; Para 31, lines 1-3 [see table 1 Para. 29]; Para 
35 (Table 3); Para 43-44; {It is understood that the priorities are predetermined conditions 
that are set for each application which resides in the table}). 

9. It would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to incorporate the 
teachings of ShitahakuB into the methods Shitahaku to have a termination notification and state 
transition of currently executed task e and predetermined conditions in a active task list. The 
modification would have been obvious because one of the ordinary skills in the art would have 
an active task list that would be able to acknowledge the predetermined conditions as well as the 
current state of each task that has conflict detection. 

10. As per claim 2, Shitahaku B teaches the computer-readable conflict management 
program according to claim 1, wherein the state determination step comprises: 
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referencing, when a task conflict is detected in the conflict detection step, the conflict 
condition table that stores states to which conflicting tasks should switch (Para. 32-33; see table 
2); 

and determining respectively the state to which the task designated by the determination 
request should switch and the state to which the task registered in the active task list should 
switch (Para 34-36; see table 3). 

11. As per claim 6,11, and 1 6, they are rejected on the same rationale as claim 1 . 

12. As per claim 7, 12, and 17, they arc rejected on the same rationale as claim 2. 

13. Claims 3-5, 8-10, 13-15 and 18-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Shitahaku (Shitahaku) US 2002/0037753 Al in view of Shitahaku_B 
(Shitahaku) US 2003/01 10202 Al, as applied to claims 1,6,1 1, and 16 above, and in further view 
of Parkin (Parkin) US Patent 4073005. 

14. As per claim 3, Shitahaku in combination with Shitahaku B teaches the computer- 
readable conflict management program according to claim 2; However they are silent to the fact 
of registering a task in an execution list that is within the active list and registering a task to wait 
to be executed within the execution list. 

15. However Parkin teaches wherein the active task registration step comprises: registering 
the task to be executed in an execution list within the active task list (see figure 5, part 502); and 
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registering the task that should wait for execution in an execution wait list within the active task 
list (see figure 5, part 502; It is understood that once the task status is set to ready it is 
waiting to be executed). 

16. It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to incorporate the teachings of Parkin into the methods of Shitahaku and 
Shitahaku B to register a task to be executed within the active list as well as register the next 
task to be executed after the completion of the current task. The modification would have been 
obvious because on of ordinary skill of the art would have added this capability to not only 
increase the efficiency and convenience of the system but to also ensure the system is operating 
optimal capacity. 

17. As per claim 4, Parkin teaches the computer-readable conflict management program 
according to claim 3, wherein the active task registration step comprises: 

selecting the task to be executed and the task that should wait for execution in accordance with 
the priorities of the states determined in the determination step (Col 15, lines 29-30; Col 2, lines 
54-56); 

registering the task to be executed in the execution list (see figure 5, part 502); and 

registering the task that should wait for execution in the execution wait list (see figure 5, part 
502; It is understood that once the task status is set to ready it is waiting to be executed). 
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18. As per claim 5, Parkin teaches the computer-readable conflict management program 
according to claim 2, wherein the determination step comprises: 

canceling the determination request when it is determined that the task designated by the 
determination request cannot be executed (Col 15, lines 31-34). 

19. As per claim 8, 13, and 18, they are rejected on the same rationale as claim 3. 

20. As per claim 9, 14, and 19, they are rejected on the same rationale as claim 4. 

21. As per claim 10, 15, and 20, they arc rejected on the same rationale as claim 5. 

Response to Arguments 

22. Applicant's arguments filed December 18, 2009, with respect to claims 1-20 have been 
fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

23 . In the remarks applicant argues : 

a. Shitahaku '202 fails to teach teaches or suggests (a) receiving a determination 
request including a task execution request, a termination notification and a state transition 
notification, (b) detecting a task conflict and (c) determining the states to which the task 
should switch. 



2. Examiner respectfully disagree to applicant. 
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b. As to point (a), ShitahakuB teaches in Paragraph 38 states receiving a launch 
instruction which is a specific type of instruction. This classifies as a particular 
determination which was received at the operation control section. Paragraph 45 states 
that a quit instruction was received informing it to terminate. It is understood that a quit 
instruction is also considered a terminate instruction. In order for the quit instruction to 
be received, a notification must have been sent out. Shitahaku teaches in Paragraph 28 
that the status table includes interrupt status meaning that a notification for interrupt has 
been set which means the application will terminate. Shitahaku teaches in Para 31-33 the 
state transition. In table 2, when "allow" is in the column, it is able to start because there 
is no effective competition, this means the request is able to switch to an active state as in 
table 1 . By performing this transition, it is understood that updating the current status in 
the table of an application of its current state from its previous state. Shitahaku_B teaches 
in Paragraph 43 that it compares the priority of the application because a conflict was 
detected and it is using the priority (a predetermined condition) as a solution to resolving 
the conflict. Shitahaku B teaches in Paragraph 35 table 3 teaches which state the task 
should switch to if it is to switch. 

Conclusion 

1 . A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
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will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

2. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to DOUGLAS BRYANT whose telephone number is (571)270- 
7707. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:00-5:00pm Est. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, An 
Meng-ai can be reached on 571-272-3756. The fax phone number for the organization where 
this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

3. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Meng-Ai An/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2195 



/DOUGLAS BRYANT/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2195 



